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ABSTRACT 

To identify critical postimplementation events and 
school-related factors that affect the continuation of new classroom 
practices, qualitative data were collected in 14 elementary and 
secondary schools representing a mix of settings. Efforts to improve 
the schools' instructional programs in either basic skills, career 
education, or citizen education had been aided with formal school 
improvement activities. After 12 to 24 months, researchers, in a 
followup study, assessed the practices of teachers and administrators 
to determine whether the new practices wete still being used. The 
data suggest that the most important factor supporting teachers' 
continuation of the new practices was support from the building 
administrator, though in some grades or departments support from 
other teachers contributed to the continuation of practices^ The 
revision of curriculum guides facilitated the continuation of 
practices and helped ease the adjustment of new teachers. Finally, 
assessment of effectiveness by teachers affected continuation of 
practicei, in two districts. Additional analysis examined school 
organizational factors that affected the likelihood of occurrence of 
these events. (MLF) 
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Abstract 



This paper describes an exploratory study which illuminates school- 
related factors that promote or hinder the extent to which classroom in- 
structional changes are maintained beyond an initial period of implemen- 
tatidn. Qualitative data were collected in 14 elementary , junior high, and 
high schools representing a mix of urban, suburban, and rural settings. 
The data suggested that teachers continued to use new practices after for- 
mal school improvement activities ended when (1) a school was organized 
such that a continued flow of incentives were available to them; (2) rules 
and curriculum guidelines governing instructional behavior were altered to 
support the new practices; or (3) teacher assessments of the effectiveness 
of the nev practices were positive. Additional analysis examined school 
organizational factors that affected the likelihood of occurrence of these 
three events. 
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SCHOOL CONTEXT AND 'THE CONTINUATION 
OF INNOVATIVE PRACTICES 

•a 

What happens to changes in teachers/ classroom practices once they are 
implemented? Do they tend to remain in place? Are they simply shelved 
once the hoopla surrounding a school improvement project dies down? Or, 
are they continued or discontinued on the basis of reasoned judgments about 
their effectiveness? Although schools are frequently criticized for their 
hypochondriacal tendency to seize a highly-touted remedy only to replace it 
haphazardly with the next miracle cure that comes along, the literature on 
the persistence of new practices in schools is only beginning to scratch . 
the surface of this important topic in the study of educational change. 

This paper reports on an exploratoi^y study intended to illuminate some 
of the school-related factors that promote or hinder the extent to which an 
innovation is maintained beyond an initial period of implementation. The 
central theme of the paper is that once formal school improvement activi- 
ties end, so will most of the new practices ..unless (1) a School is organ- 
ized so that a continued flow of incentives and encouragement is .available 
to those making changes or (2) rules and guidelines governing instructional 
behavior are altered to support the new practices. If neither of these two 
events occur, the practices rarely last long enough for systematic judg- 
ments of effectiveness to be made. 

The first section of the paper is a discussion of the literature con- 
cerning the durability of changes. Second, the research procedures and 
characteristics of the schools studied are described. Next, findings are 
presented. Finally, an initial framevrork for understanding how aspects of 
^ .school's context affect the maintenance of new classroom practices is 
drawn from the data. ' ^ 



Research on the Continuation of Change 
This section of the paper has two purposes. The first is to define 
what is meant by the term "continuation." This is done by placing the time 
span denoted by the concept into the context of^ the life course of a change 
project. The second purpose is to foreshadow the discussion of study find- 
ings by identifying what research says about organizational events which 
affect the persistence of change. 

The Concept of Continuation 

Researchers often divide tfie change procesfs into conceptually dis- 
tinct, but often overlapping in practice, stages. For example, Hage and 
Aiken (1970) note four: (1) evaluation, or a period of assessment of or- 
ganizational needs; (2) initiation, which denotes the^beginning adjustments 
an organization must make to accept a new program; (3) implementation, or 
the period ciuring which the new program gets its early trials; and (4) rou- 
tinization, which is when the new program is stabilized as a part of perma- 
nent practice. This last stage has been accorded several labels, e.g., 
"incorporation" (Berman and McLaughlin, 1976) or "continuation" (Rpsenblum 
and Louis, 1981). Because it can^ connote the idea that change endures as 
the result of both the deliberate incorporation of new practices into 
everyday routines or simple inertia, continuation will be the term used in 
this paper. The focus of the paper, then, is on what happens to change 
during the'^fourth stage of the change process. 

From the research available on the provision of external assistance 
for school improvement, the most useful point to separate implementation 
from continuation is when external resources allocated specifically to the 
change effort are removed, i.e., when the patient is taken off a life 

I 
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support system and must maintain critical functions independently of 
special assistance. For example, Berman and McLaughlin (1977) and 

Rosenblum and Louis (1981) discovered a drop in the amount of change when 

.? 

federal funds were withdrawn^. Thus, the removal of outside support seems 
to be a particularly traumatic event for maintaining new practices. 

Miles (1964) provides another way to view this juncture in the life of 
a change project. He labels special projects involving a subset of organi- 
zational members as "temporary systems." That is, project participants 
constitute a Connectivity of people who (1) are called together for a spe- 
cial purpose, (2) are expected to disband when either their objectives have 
been attained, their allotted time is up, or their meeting ds' over, and (3) 
through the pursuit of a joint task take on the characteristics of group 
life. The point at which a tempora. system to promote change disbands, 
.then, can be thought of as an indicator of a shift in organizational 
concern from getting new practices started to seeing to it that they are 
continued as routine operation. 

Organizational Events Affecting Continuation 

What happens to change, then, when a system is on its own to support 
it? Rosenblum and Louis (1981) found that in a school district where 
implementation goes well, so does continuation. While they did note a drop 
in the amount of change when federal assistance ended, schools which imple- 
mented relatively more than other schools also continued more (although 
there seemed to be a reduction in the disparity amon§ the schools over 
time) . Because most of the research on change, in the past decade has been 
on implementation, this finding should be heartening to curriculum devel- 
opers, change agents, and other researchers; the understandings they have 
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developed about implementation vill serve them vail in understanding 
continuation. 

However, other research on organizations suggests that* this close link 
between implementation and continuation is by no means assured. Hage and 
Aiken (1970) and Yin et al. (1978) discovered that special attention had to 
be given to. the "routinization" of changes to insure that they lasted. For 
example, new practices had to be codified into rules governing action, be 
included in training activities for newcomers, successfully survive budget 
reviews, and outlast the tenure oh the individuals who were intimately in- 
volved in planning the innovation. Additionally, Berman and McLaughlin 
(1976) noted that if these new practices actually replaced existing prac- 
tices then they were more likely to continue; the prospects for "add-on" 
activities were lower. Should such* routinizing' events., not occur, then the 
chances for change to persist are reduced. 

Glaser (1. 81) acknowler'ges similar means for promoting change dura- 
bility. He also discusses several others that have a slightly different 
tone related to the kinds* of interaction found in an organis^ation. In 
particular, he says that opportunities for staff to discuss changes once 
implemented, to provide feedback to one another on the success of certain 
changes, and to receive continuing reinforcement for using new practices 
have a"! been shown to be important facilitators of change durability. In 
the Study of Dissemination Efforts Supporting School Improvement it was 
found that when similar kinds of social interaction related to new- 
practices occurred, the practices tended to remain in place^ (Crandall et 
al., 1982). 



Thus, two categories of post-implementation organizational events have 
been shown to be important influences on the extent to which new practices 
are^continued over time: (1) the incorporation of the practices into rules 
atia opetating procedures, and (2) the provision of opportunities for dis- 
cussions about and reinforcement for continuing new practices. 

> ■ ... 

To these two categories of events, a third has to be added: assess- 
ments of the effectiveness of changes. As Rogers (1962) observes, no^ all 
changes should be continued. Presumably, some changes will prove to be 
successful means for assisting attainment o*f desired goals and others will 
not. To the extent that changes are less useful, they likely will be dis- 
. carded. Thus, such assessments are also important event^ affecting contin- 
uation. 

The data from this study were examined to determine what relationships 
existed between these three categories of events and whether or not newly- 
implemented practices continued to be used. However, the analysis also had 

r ^ 

an additional focuQ. The cumulative research on implementation in schools 
warns that knowing that certain critical fvents must take place does not 
insure their occurrence. In fact, one of the major lessons from the past 
decade is that there are important contingencies in a school's context 
which can stall, stop, or speed up the change process, often in spite of | 
the intentions of intelligent and committed individuals (Berman, 1981). 
'Thus, research on the persistence of innovative practices must pay careful 
attention to characteristics crtF-^hools which can facilitate or block the 
occurrence of these important events after implementation. 

The intent of this paper,^then, is to identify critical post-implemen- 
tation events that affect the continuation of new classroom practices and 
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'the*. schools-related characteristics upoi^which their occurrence is contin- 
gent. This will help generate an initial conceptual framework for under- 
standing why continuation does or does not occur. Knowledge about 
continuation at present falls far" short of providing a^ priori hypothes^es to 
test. 

^ . Research Methods 

, The data reported in this paper were collected as part of a three-year 
exploratory study of change in 14 schools. The schools were attempting to 
improve their instructional programs in either basic skills, career educa- 
tion or citizen education, with external assistance from Research for 
Better Schools (RBS) (a private non-profit educational laboratory). The 
schools arranged for the time for their staff to participate%n the pro- 
jects (five managed to obtain special funding for this from the state edu- 
cation agencies) anc? were responsible for final decisions about which 
changes to make; RBS provided, at no cost, resource and trainins materials 
and the time of one or more field agents and. numerous technical staff. 
Thus, RBS offered intensive assistance while the schools provided a place 
for RBS to develop approaches to \school improvement in the three fields. 

Data Collection and Site Schools 

In the first year of the study, the initiation of the change projects 
was examined, in all 14 schools. Then, intensive field work, involving ob-v. 
servation and formal and informal interviewing, was done in five of the 
schools to get rich 'da:^^ on the intricacies of implementing change. 
Research staff determined that more in-depth investigation of school life 
was needed and that five was the largest number of schools research 



resources could accommodate. The specific five schools were those which 
p^sed the fewest er.try problems for f ieldworkers. During this time 
activities at the other schools were tracked through occasional school 
visits and interviews to see if similar issues. were arising. The third 
year of the study was devoted largely to cohducting ii>terview§ in all 14 
schools to determine the fate of changes after formal project activities 
had ended. In two of the schd'olL^, such activities had not 'ended by this 
time; in the remainder, 12 to 24 months had elapsed since the schools had 
received special external assistance. 

The research intent was to interview as many teachers and administra- 
tors in a school as possible. The number of .people interviewed varied 
widely, from 100 percent (N=14) in one school to only 2 percent (N=2) in a 
school where most of the staff with knowledge about the project had de- 
parted. Of course it should be remembered that considerable field work had 
been done in all of thea^ites^ prior to the interviews. Thus, the d4ter- ^ 
views were not the sole source of data about relevant issues. 

The third-year interviews themselves were open-ended. Staff were 
asked to describe (1) changes they had made personally, (2) changes 'they 
were aware that others had made, (3) changes in school procedures, and (4) 
the extent to which any of fhese' changes were currently in use. Thus, in- 
terviewees responded as subjects and informants. When discrepancies among 
interviewees in a school occurred, field data collected previously were 
consulted and, if necessary, additional staff at -a site were interviewed to 
help resolve the matter.' 

« i> 'in the first year of the study, teachers^^completed surveys concerned 
with the organi-r^ional characteristics of their ^chools, A full report on 
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this research activity is available elsewhere (Firestone and Herriott ^ 
19805 • The data are used in this paper in only one instance to report the ^ 
number of teach'ers who said t-jfey felt free to call on their colleagues for 
help and who said they visited other teachers' classrooms. ^ - . , 

Figure 1 lists' the schools and some of their characteristics (all 
school names are pseudonyms). Briefly, ^there were three high schools, six 
junior highs, and five elementary schools. They operated in a mix of 
urban, suburban, ani rural communities and represented a wide range of 
sizes and student populations. 

' ' ' • . ^ ' • ^ 

Figure 1 about here 

The schools werp those which were approached by and agreed to work 
with RBS staff in one of tlie^three content areas. Selection criteria 
varied across the three areas. In ba^ic skills, schools were identlfded by 
intermediate service ag.encies; in career education, schools were selected 
bacauseXthey had previously expressed dn interest in obtaining special 
state assistance funds f or ^career programs; in citizen education, schools 
were sought which had evidenced acute social problems. Thus, the schools 
were not selected in a way that allowed* generalizability to a larger popu- 
lation with any degree of confidence. However, the sample represented an 
invaluable mix of schools for\helping to generate an initial understanding 
of the change process. • - , , ^ - 

Assessing Implementation and Continuation 

The implementation of change has been measured in a variety of ways. 
^OT example, Rosenblum and Louis (1981) assessed both the "quantity" of 



change (i.e., the number of organizationally relevant subunits which 
changed) and the "quality" of change (i.e., how widely changes departed 
from existing practices). Others have examined different levels of change 
(e.g., Hall and Loucks, 1977; <L^rsen and Werner, 1981). In this study, 
implementation was to be a baseline against which to compare the state of 
affairs after a period of time had elapsed\ Primary emphasis was on 
depicting the quantity of change within a school, i.e., the number of 
teachers and administrators^ who altered their practice as a result of the 
RBS projects. These alterations were only the overt changes in practices. 
Many staff acknowledged alterations in their awareness of certain issues; 
but unless a new< awareness was translated into action, it did not become a 
part of this analysis. The quantity of implementation, then, represented 
snapshot of the schools at the point when formal activities ended. 

Two different measures of th^ final stage of the change process have 
been used in the literature. Rosenblum and Louis (1981) were concerned 
with the amount of continuation in a school, relative to other schools, 
-^his approach highlighted the importance of school factors affecting imple 
mentation as explanations for continuation because, understandably, the 
factor accounting for the most variance across schools in the amount of 
continuation was the amount of implementation (see also Fullah, 1982). On 
the other hand, Glaser (1981) attempted explain why an innovation de- 
clined or was retained - within an organization after implementation. This 
approach focused his explanation on post-implementation factors. This 
latter approach was adopted in this study, especially because of the few 
opportunities researchers have had to examine what happens after implemen- 
tation. Thus, the fate of the changes were assessed after 12 to 24 months 




had elapsed; and the concern was with explaining decline or maintenance of 
change within a school. 

Table 1 summarizes the quantity of change during implementation of the 
RBS projects and the fate of the changes after a period of time had 
elapsed. These changes were of two types: (1) individual changes staff 
made in how they carried out their instruction-related responsibilities, 
e.g., new classroom activities, different sequencing of lessons, new class- 
room management techniques, and new supervisory emphases; or (2) altera- 
tions in procedures or policies, e.g., a new honor code or different 
scheduling practices. Of the 12 schools where more than 12 months had 
passed between the end of formal project activities and the continuation , 
interviews, five schools had essentially maintained teacher classroom 
changes at the same level; six schools had noticeable drops; and one had 
never made any such changes. In one of the two schools where formal acti- 
vities were still in progress (thus excluding them from tliis analysis), 
there were already strong indications that fewer changes would be continued 
than were implemented. 

. In five of the schools, one or more administrators also made changes 
in their practice. Although administrative behavior was not the focus of 
the projects, administrators in four of the schools revamped their class- 
room supervision emphases to include the kinds of changes project teachers 
made; in the fifth school. Suburban, the administrator adopted a more demo- 
cratic leadership style . 

Table 1 about here 
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It should also be noted 4.Ji Table 1 that changes in procedures tended 
to be retained. The lack of variance could support the argument that it is 
more efficient to alter procedures rather than practice. However, for this 
to be effective, a procedure actually has to guide practice; research on 
school organization si-ggests that considerable slippage may occur between 

the two (Weick, 1976). 

There was considerable variation in whether new classroom practices 
were maintained. In some instances, schools that achieved greater imple- 
mentation among staff members, like Neighbortown and Green Hills, had de- 
clines even though the amount of change remaining was greater than that of 
some other schools. However, not all schools with high implementation ex- 
perienced declines (e.g.. Smalltown Middle, Smalltown Elementary, and 
Southend) , and not all less ambitious schools were able to maintain the few 
changes they made (e.g.. Riverside and Farmcenter)'. Thus, declines were 
not simply artifacts of having attempted more change. 

To say that a decline occurred in a school is not to say that discon- 
tinuation was uniformly evident throughout a school. An important finding 
of this study that will be discussed later is that subunits (departments or 
grade levels) could display organizational tendencies different from the 
school as a whole. Occasionally, these organizational differences made 
conditions right for a subunit to continue changes that teachers elsewhere 
in the school easily dropped. Thus, to fully understand factors affecting 
continuation, analysis moved back and forth from the school to the_ subunit_. 
as the unit of focus. 
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Critical Post-Implementation Events and Continuation 
This section discusses if and how the three categories of post-imple- 
mentation events described earlier affected the continuation of new class- 
room practices. More specifically, the focus is on (1) the provision of 
incentives and opportunities for interaction with other staff about new 
practices, (2) curriculum guides as a potentially beneficial arena for 
adjusting rules and procedures, and (3) the occurrence of assessments of 
effectiveness. 

Incentives and Interaction Opportunities 

Formal project activities constituted what Miles (1964) calls a tem- 
porary system. That is, the projects possessed organizational properties 
of their own and were acknowledged as having a limited duration. In many 
cases, these temporary systems operated very ''If f erently from the ways in 
which the schools, or permanent systems , operated . For example, instead of 
relyir.g on students for most of their human contact in the harried atmos- 
phere of the classroom, teachers were able to sit in relatively uninter- 
rupted settings to discuss professional matters; instead of making deci- 
sions about a single classroom individually , they became involved in joint 
planning for the entire school; and instead of having few, if any, adylt 
sources of feedback and encouragement about their teaching performances, ^. 
they worked in a supportive environment in which commendations for action 
were frequent from peers, outside experts, and school administrators. 

Temporary systems in the form- of planning committees or advisory 
groups were still in operation in all 14 schools when the first implemen- 
tation efforts were made/ As a result, teachers received a steady stream 
of queries about how'the new activities were going, including frequent 
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interviews from researchers. In addition, they occasionally had the oppor- 
tunity to share their project experiences at in-service meetings, at 
special conferences arranged by RBS, and to outsiders who had heard of the 
new programs. ' This first flush of implementation was a heady experience 
for many of the participants. 

It should not be surprising, therefore, that the most critical factor 
affecting the extent to which new classroom practices were maintained once 
the temporary systems dissolved was the availability of incentives, or "any 
prospective source of gratification" (Sieber, 1981). Because teachers 
typically work in isolated settings with very few available rewards 
(Lortie, 1975) the switch from a temporary system to the permanent one as 
the major arena for action can be traumatic for them, and problematic for 
the continuation of change. Such was the case in the RBS schools. Where 

either positive or negative incentives (e.g., verbal encouragement or the 

o 

potential of a poor evaluation) were available to staff to maintain 

*t ■ 

changes, the new practices on the whole were continued; where such incen- 
tives were not available, the amount of change declined. 

There were three major potential sources of incentives: administra- 
tors, other teacbers, a.id students. By far, the most important source for 
maintaining change at the school^ level was the building administrator (see 
also Corbett, 1982b). A teacher's interactions with the other two sources 
vere not of the frequency or nature to make them Very effective in encour- 
aging innovative behavior to be maintained. (This is not to digcount the 
salience of these two sources for maintaining other kinds of teacher be- 
havior.) 
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Administrators as a source of Incentives , In four of the five schools 
where changes were, continued, there was at least one administrator in the 
building who exhibited a keen interest and play^iid^an active part in seeing 
to it that changes were continued. In fact all foul: also made changes of 
their own in either their supervisory or leadership style, even though this 
behavior was not a focus of the project. In the fifth school, a district 
administrator whose office was located in the school building was an ardent 
.supporter of the project. 

At Smalltown Elementary, Smalltown Middle and Southend, the adminis- 
trators not only conveyed this interest in conversations with faculty but 
also included on formal evaluations their observations about staff progress 
toward system goals the projects addressed. At Smalltown Middle th'is use 
of evaluations' was only with the English department (which had received 
formal training); in the other two schools, all non-project teachers werp 
held accountable for progress toward the same goals as project teachers. 
Non-project teachers were provided project-related materials and, not sur- 
prisingly, used theti to a considerable extent. As one administrator said, 
^'(By using evaluations) I may have put some of them in the position where 
they had to do something." Thus, the administrators coupled positive in- 
centives (recognition of the use of new practices) with negative ones (the 
threat .pf a lowered rating on evaluations for non-use) to effectively in- 
duce a l^rge number of project and non-project staff to maintain the new 
practices. At Suburban and Big^'own the adminijjtrators used more informal 
and positive incentives in support of project changes, especially verbal 
encouragement and vi-ible involvement in project-related activities. 
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Post-implementation administrative incentives were noticeable by their 
absence at Neighbor town, Farmcenter, Middleburg, and Green Hills. The 
Neighbortown principal believed that teachers preferred to be left alone to 
do their work and thus did not discuss changes with them even though the 

\ 

principal professed a strong commitment to the changes. The teachers, bn 

..." . . . X 

the other hand, noted that had someone bothered to ask them occasionally 

how "things were going," they likely would have continued many of the acti- 
vities. One teacher stated that the new activities required some addition- 
al work and in the absence of positive incentives like recognition or a 
morie negative incentive such as an administrative, mandate "I stuck with 
what was comfortable for me." 

• ^ . ■ 

The principal at Farmcenter was defined as a "joiner" by several staff 

members. Each year the school seemed to become involved in a new project, 
and during the year following implementation of the RBS project, staff in- 
service time was shifted to an entirely unrelated activity. Staff inter- 
preted this to mean that the former project was no longer a priority and 
subsequently discontinued the classroom practices" devised for it. At 
Middleburg, the principal also replaced the RBS project with another one, 
and with similar results. At Green Hills, the principal who initiated the 
RBS project was transferred. -The new principal continued project-related 
planning (without RBS assistance at the principal's insistence) but did not 
consult with nor involve the original RBS participants in this planning. 
Thus, the principal actually encouraged some staff and paid very little 
attention to others. Subsequently, several of the initial project teachers 
reported a considerable drop in their enthusiasm for continuing changes. 
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The question arises as to why some building administrators continued 
to support changes actively while others did not. Certainly the answer is 
a complex combination of factors, but the data from this study suggest that 
administrators were not all that different from teachers. When sources of 
incentives were available to th^ to promote the changes, they did; when 
such sources were not available, they did not. 

For example, the two Smalltown schools and Southend were in the same 
district, and the projects addressed the most pressing issue the superin- 
tendent felt the district faced: improving basic, skills achievement. The 
central office closely followed the schools* progress toward attaining this 
goal.. Not coincidentally i administrators- made special^ efforts to promote 
the changes developed in the RBS prpjects intended to improve student per- 
formance. ^ ' 

Although there was an overall decline in continuation at Oldtown, 
periodically the administrator who coordinated the RBS project received an 
external boost that enabled redirecting, attention to project-related 
changes. For example at one point when the administrator felt that no more 
time could be allocated to promoting new practices- because of a need to 
address more pressing issues, the state education agency announced regula- 
tions for graduation requirements in career education, Proj^ect-related 
changes provided the simplest way for the entire school to meet these re- 
quirements. The district directed the school to pursue this approach with 
all faculty, and, thus, the administrator was able to reallocate time to 
this work. ' . 

The new principal at Green Hills actually had little interest in con- 
tinuing RBS project activities and, in fact, dismissed RBS from providing 



technical assistance to the school. However, the principal did devote con- 
siderable staff time to related activities because of a belief that the 
district had committed itself to the school board to develop a program in 
the area. 

At both Bigtown and Patriot, the districts adopted the RBS approach 
for use district-wide. Of course, this development did not insure that 
implementation would follow, but by the end of the study it was evident 
that building administrators were planning to spend much of their time sup- 
porting this initiative. ... 

Only. the Suburban administrator continued to encourage project-related 
changes without apparently receiving a district br state impetus to do so. 
However, it should be noted that this person remained in contact with an 
RBS field agent even after the end qf formal activities. This may have 
been an important source of incentives in this case. 

Administrato*.s. at the other schools were not nearly as active in en- 
couraging change after formal activities ended. However, this statement 
does not necessarily reflect administrative shortcomings. Instead, in the 
majority of the schools, it highlights the typical relationship that ex- - 
isted between building administrators and teachers. For the most part, 
teachers were left alone to perform their duties; administrators' time was 
consumed by budgeting, scheduling, and putting out the daily fires that 
frequent schools. Thus, teachers and administrators rarely had opportu- 
nities to discuss instruction, unless there was an additional pressure that 
compelled them to do so. Such an^ external stimulus was not present in the 
schools where administrative incentives were rareJLy provided. 
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At Neighbortown, for instance, a district official actually reduced 
resources available to support project activities, even though the person 
had been an active participant in formal planning. The administrator ex- 
plained that with tighter fynda and the relatively low priority of career 
education the considerable level of support for the project (in the form of 
release time for teachers) could no longer be justified. -The ^official 
acknowledged, "We shot a mouse with an elephant gun." Subsequently, the 
principal adopted a wait-and-see attitude about promoting project-related 
efforts, and teachers reported that they assumed all of this meant that 
administrators had lost interest in the project. Thus, the salience of the 
RBS project for attaining district goals affected the allocation of re- 
sources to support change. This, in turn, affected the building adminis- 
trator's efforts to encourage change which then influenced teachers' reten- 
tion of new practices. 

Teachers as a source of incentives for maintaining new practices . ; A 
second potential source of encouragement was other teachers. However, ob- 
servations and teacher reports indicated that the majority of teachers did 
not interact with one another in such a way to be very effective- in com- 
municating knowledge about or providing encouragement for new practices. 
For example, 569 of 661 teachers surveyed said they felt free to call on 
other teachers to solve a problem; yet, only 108 said they visited other 
teachers' classrooms. This suggests that while teachers were comfortable 
with their colleagues, they rarely had the kind of intensive interactions 
about specific practices that are critical to continuation. 

Nevertheless, there were pockets within schools where the work of 
teachers was mor^ integrated (Gorbett, 1982a). For this reason, it is more 



appropriate to discuss the effects of teacher incentives on continuation at 
the subun^t level rather than for a school as a whole. In well-integrated 
grades or departments, there was typically greater interaction among 
teachers. They frequently planned and evaluated classroom 'Activities 
jointly and had more opportunities to see each other teach. This situation 
enabled various kinds of information to flow freely and provided numerous 
opportunities for one to receive positive incentives (professional recogni- 
tion from peers) for specl/fic practices. In such subunits containing an 
RBS participant, project-related changes were often discussed and implemen- 
$ed by most of the teachers. Subsequent interviews revealed that these 
changes were also typically maintained long after implementation. Of 
course, such close-knit work units could effectively resist change as well, 
but that was riot evj!.dent in this, study. 

At Smalltowi;! Elementary and Southend, tightly knit subunits not only 
reinforced the admiinistrative incentives available there but also effec- 
tively and quickly induced new teachers in the group to adopt similar 
changes. In schools without administrative encouragement such subunits 
were the only source of adult recognition ....d enabled Change to be contin- 
ued through the development of a group commitiuent to the innovation. For 
example, at Neighbortowni there was a department of five people which 
jointly planned courses, frequently taught the same courses, and evaluated 
the effectiveness of • course activities in consultation with one another. 
Changes by one teacher, then, usually affected the others and, thus, were 
not made without the advice and consent of the group. Once such a change 
was. made, it was adopted either by the entire group or by. those who had 
similar responsibilities. 
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However this phenomenon was rare; out of the 14 schools, field work 
only uncovered 10 departments, grade levels, or teams structured in this 
way. In'all 10 cases, new practices were continued unless they demon- 
strated their ineffectiveness. Generally teachers in schools without sup- 
portive administrators suffered a considerable los,s of a*:tention .at the end 
of formal activities. The continuation of change also suffered as a re- 
sult. 

Students as a source of incentives for innovative practices . Pri- 
marily because of teacher isolation, students have been shown to be par- 
ticularly important sources of incentives for teachers (Lortie, 1975). 
However, only three or four project participants reported in interviews 
that students, had been especially effusive about specific new^ practices; 
instead students seemed to respond to more general aspects of a teacher/ s 
style than the day-to-day activities the teacher provided. Students may be 
the primary source of feedback a teacher uses to determine how satisfying 
being in the occupation is, but students are not major providers of incen- 
tives for specific new practices. 

Altering Procedures: Curriculum Revision as a Source of Continuation ^ 

An effective alternative to using incentives to facilitate the con- 
tinuation of new classroom practices was. the revision of curriculum guides. 
This' was particularly effective for change involving specific instructional 
activities. New instructional activities required rea^^rrangements of the 
use of class time, and as a. result, either existing activities had to be 
replaced or shoe-horned into less "time. Teachers in several subunits were 
willing to make temporary adjustments for initial implementation but argued 
that they could not do so on a regular basis without complementary changes 



in the curriculum. In effect, old core practices had .to be replaced by new 
ones; if the^ innovative practices remained as add-on activities, they would 
be, quickly neglected. ^ 

Incorporating new practices into curriculum guides was not unilater- 
ally effective, however, because of differences in the bond between 
teachers and the curriculum acrog*s schools and across subunlts within 
schools. For example, at Oldtown, teachers were required to formalize in 
writing the activities they would use to help students meet , state gradua-- 
tion requirements. Although teachers reported there was a generally blase 
attitude about covering district curricula among staff members, the state 
requirements were more compelling because teachers would be directly 
accountable to o^irry out what they wrote. Happily for the RBS effort, 
project-related changes such as incorporating career • awareness activities 
into regular course content .offered a ready-made solution for meeting one 
portion of the requirements.. I 

Similar commitments (although for differing reasons) to adhering to 
the curriculum were present in the English department at Green Hills ,. and 
the Social Stucy.es departments at both Neighbortown and Suburban. In each 
case, formal changes in required content and activities helped insure that 
changes would continue. 

The curriculum had a strong, altliough more indirect .effect , on new 

i. 

practices at Patriot, Smalltown Elementary, Smalltown Middle, and Southend. 
At these sites, the curriculum emphasized student; outcomes in basic skills, 
and student progress was closely monitored at both the school and district 
level. This close attention to basic skills helped maintain practices 



Intended to promote student achievement, such as those devised in the, RBS 

projects. . ' 

Making curriculum changes had an additional advantage: it helped 
soften the effects of position turnover. At schools where k teacher was 
largely .responsible for determining what occurred In the classroom, there - 
was no assurance that someone succeeding a project participant would 
continue changes. For example, when the teacher who served as the project^ 
coordinator at Riverside was transferred to another school, .Riverside lost 
its major advocate for the project. Interestingly, turnover was such a 
significant factor at this school that only .two staff members and two stu- 
dents .could be located two years later who even recalled the names of RBS 
staff who assisted the project. , • 

Incorporating changes into curriculum guides also made the nature of a 
course less dependent on the individual who happened to be 'teaching the 
course at a particular time. For example, phe math representar.ive on the 
project at Neighbortown prepared an outline for a course that was later 
taken over by another teacher in the vdetjartment . - This second teacher had 
expressed no interest in the project and yet, by following the course 
guides, actually made as many changes .^s project participants. Similarly, 
new teachers in Social Studies at Neighbortown and on one of the teaching 
teams at Smalltown Elementary almost unwittingly implemented project 
changes as they followed curriculum guides/ infused with project activities. 

However, a close linkage between what teachers taught and what was 
prescribed in the curriculu;Ti was the exception rather than the rule. As 
indicated in the above discussion, only four of the 14 schobls exhibited a 
strong bond between the curriculum and teachers generally; in one of the 
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schools the bond was tight only where the . cnrriculum was reinforced by 
state graduation requirements; and only a few subunits in schools with 
looser bonds demonstrated a strong commitment to enacting their particular 
curriculum. In the remainder of the schools and subunits teachers exer-- 
cised greater flexibility in what they chose to teach. Moreover, even when 
it became apparent that curriculum revisions could be an effective way to 
promote the continuation of new practices, the people who were in the best 
position to instigate such revisions"A^ere often not members of the 'planning 
team or,, worse, vocal critics 'of the project. . ^ 

Assessments of Effectiveness , 

The third category of critical post-implementation events identified 
in the literature is effectiveness assessments. In each of the projects, 
participants initially intended for new practices to continue once imple- 
mented. \ Even in schools that adopted and discarded projects with alarming^ 
speed, participants expressed the hope that somehow the RBS project would 

-enjoy a different fate. Ideally, the sole deterrent to this intent to con- 
tinue would be when a practice had clearly demonstrated its iijef f ectivene'ss 
as a means to a desired goal. Yet, in the 14 schoals and their ^constitueht 
subunits, there were few examples of changes receiving a long enough trial 

'to.make^an assessment about^their effectiveness. 

1 The notable examples, of course, were the well-integrated subunits 

r. discussed previously^ For example, at Silver Lake, teachers in one team- 

dsed student performance ^on teacher-made tests to determine that new in- 

'* . ^ " _ ' ^ * ^ . ' ' ' ^ ■ 

structicm^ strategies hadjpeen effective. 'When asked about the prospects 

fpv a new practice continuing in the social studies department at Neighbor- 
• •■ *t» • • * ^ . ' . . , ^ 

town, the^ ch^irpe^rspn replied that the practice would be continued for the 

\ i 



remainder of the year, at which time it^ fate would be Jointly determined 
by the group • 

There were two instances in which individual teachers made assessments 
of effectiveness that af^ct;ed__ continuat^^ and 



several teachers at Patriot relied on overt student behavior as a measure 
of effectiveness. In the former instance, the teacher maintained a prac- 



_t i ce_^aJi-JJie-4:eacher^^t^^ incident, the ^ 

teachers discarded a practice they were inclined to maintain. . 

In Patriot's and Southend's districts ^est data and more informal per- 
ceptions of administrators indicated that student achievement was improv- 
ing. The formal projects engaged in by the districts were credited with 
being responsible for the increase and, thus, were continued. This kind of 
assessment affected retention of specific new pra(*tices more indirectly 
than did teacher assessments, primarily by directing building administrator 
attention to project-related changes. 

Typically, assessments did not occur. Either projects simply came and 
went too frequently for objective and most subjective measure^ of school 
improvement to be attributable to any specific intervention, or objective 
data were so far removed from the occurrence of specific practices that 
their effectiveness could not be clearly determirted. Thus, on the whole, 
potentially beneficial practices suffered the same fate as less useful 
practices (and vice-versa), unless alternative sources of incentives were 
available or^new practices had been incorporated into curriculum guide- 
lines. " ^ 
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A Framework for Understanding Continuation 



Figure" 2 summarizes the relationships among the continuation of class- 



room changes, critical post-Implementation events, and school context dis- 



cussed In the previous sections. To read the chart the reader must remem- 
ber several rules. First, arrows drawn from one variable (or, more 
appropriately, category of variables) to another Indicate ,the di recti o n of 
effect between the two (e.g., allocation of district resources affects the 
provision of administrative Incentives). Second, arrows drawn from a vari- 
able to the mid-point of another arrow imply that the variable has a medi- 
ating effect on the relationship between the two variables the second arrow 
connects (e.g'. , incorporation of new practices into the curriculum can 
mediate the ' detrimental ef fects ,of staff turnover on continuation). Third, 
the encircled signs along an arrow indicate the nature of the relationship 
between two variables. . The meaning, of a positive or negative sign is 



straightforward; an encircled zero means that the variable does not have an 
inherently positive or negative effect on another variable. 



A caveat Is. necessary regarding the framework. The data reported in 
this study do not provide a test for the framework; they generated It by 



Figure 2 about here 




ever, the framework is consistent with the previous research on 
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continuation in terms of the nature of critical post-implementation events 
and moves beyond these findings by tying events to school characteristics 
upon which their occurrence is contingent . 

The framework can best be explicated by working backwards f rojn right 

to left. The post-implementation events and one school context character- 
istic had direct effects on whether or not teachers maintained new class- 
room practices. The post-implementation- events have been discussed: (1) 
the provision of administrative and peer incentives, (2) incorporating new 
practices into the curriculum, and (3) assessing the effectiveness of the 
new practices. It should be noted that incorporating changes into the cur- 
riculum had a positive effect on continuation only where the linkage be- 
tween teachers and the curriculum was already tight. This is indicated by 
the arrow drawn from "linkage between teachers and curriculum" to the arrow 
drawn between "incorporation*'' and "continuation." Also, the occurrence of 
effectiveness assessments had no single direction of effect on continua- 
tion. The result of assessments can be either positive or negative. 

The one school context factor that directly affected continuation was 
staff turnover. This factor has been addressed in previous research as 
well (Louis, 1980). Obviously, when project participants left a school, 
the overall number of teachers using new practices dropped. This tendency 
was mediated in well-integrated subunits where the practices had been • 
incorporated into the curriculum, thus an arrow from "incorporation" is 
drawn. to the arrow between "staff turnover" and "continusiJtion. " In other 
words, the greater the incorporation into the curriculum of new practices,, 
the less staff turnover had a negative effect on continuation of the prac- 
tices. 
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■ A critical contribution of this study to the research on continuation 
is the*^ identification of schobl context factors upon which the occurrence 
of the post-implementation events is contingent. It is not enough to know 
tha^ the events ar e nece s sary to prom ote cont inuation; un der stan din g of the 
conditions under which the events occur _i_S-ala0-Jjnperative. 

First, whether or not administrators provided incentives to teachers • ° 
to continue new practices was contingent upon the availability of resources 
to support this activity and upon the nature of teacher/administrator in- 
teractions about instruction in the school. Additionally, the availability 
of resources to support the change project had some positive effects on the 
nature of these interactions. Resource availability itself was further 
contingent upon* the salience of project activities for meeting district 
goals (or for complying with state requirements which boosted the priority 
of relevant district goals). 

Second, whether or not other teachers provided incentives for continu- 
ing new pracLices hinged primarily upon the organizational structure of 
subunits. Where the work of a teacher was well-integrated with that of 
others, interaction about instruction was frequent and incentives *for spe- 
cific practices were generally provided; where teachers were more isolated 
and autonomous, such incentives were not available. Staff turnover had. 
some negative effects on peer incentives when project participants subse- 
quently left a school. The magnitude of this loss was mediated in subunits 
with close linkages among teachers, as indicated by the arrow drawn from 
"subunit integration" to th^ arrow between "staff turnover" and "provision 
of peer ■ incentives. " 



Third, school context was not so important for determining whether new 
practices were incorporated into the curriculum as it was for determining 
whether such incorporation had a positive effect on continuation. A posi- 
tive effect resulted only under the condition of a close linkage between 
teachers and the curriculum. 

Finally, assessments of effectiveness had a better chance of occurring 
in schools that had a lower adoption rate of new projects. In schools 
where principals were labeldd as "joiners," projects came and went with 
such frequency that no 'Single one received attention long enough for its 
effectiveness to be determined. New projects had increased longevity when 
they were clearly salient means for attaining district goals. It has al- 
ready been noted that assessments also had a better chance of occurring 
where incentives were available and new practices had been incorporated 
into curriculum guidelineis. 

Generally, this framework highlights the importance of system linkages 
as a major factor in the change process. Close bonds among teachers and 
between teachers and administrators increase the probability that incen- 
tives for new practices will be available; close bonds between formal cur- 
ricula and classroom practices heighten the effectiveness of curriculum 
alterations; and close bonds in both cases improve the chances that a 
change will last long enough to have its effectiveness assessed. Thus, 
continuation of new practices is facilitated in a school where such link- 
ages are present. 
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Conclusion 

Of the critical post-Implementation events, by far the most frequent 
and powerful was the provision of Incentives by administrators.' Opportuni- 
ties for teachers to Interact with one another^ regularly enough to_te an 
effective source of Incentives for specific new practices were rare except 
in a few scattered departments or grade level- subunlts . Making complemen- 
tary alterations in a curriculum was also powerful, but not very frequent. 
Moreover, such events were effective only where the curriculum actually 
guided practice. Effectiveness assessments generally did, not occur, either 
due to the premature ending of a project or to the unavailability of data 
clearly indicative of the effects of specific practices. 

What this analysis suggests is that the persistence of new practices 
in 'schools is problematic. It relies heavily on administrators being able 
to devote regular attention to encouraging staff to maintain newiy imple- 
mented practices; and given the hectic nature of administrators' lives, 
this too is problematic. 

However, the situation does not appear hopeless. Although many 
schools may well deserve- the criticism that they flit from fad to fad, the 
blame is- wrongly targeted If it Is directed at the personal shortcomings of 
educators, either individually or collectively. Instead, the rapid coming 
and going of change is deeply embedded in the ways, schools are organized. 
Contextual factors such as the availability of resources to support change; 
the nature of teacher-administrator interaction about instruction, subunlt 
integration, staff turnover ,' and how closely curricula govern Instructional 
behavior influence whether or not events critical to the continuation (or 
the rea^^oned discontinuation) of new practices will occur. Solutions to 



the problem of promoting lasting educational change, then, need to take 
these factors. Into account. At a minimum, attention needs to be directed 
(1) to what incentives are available to administrators to encourage them to 
allocate time specifically to encouraging teache rs, ( 2) to. seekin g out 
school subunits where peer incentives already flow regularly as important 
Initial targets of change, and (3) to taking advantage of situations where 
curricula already closely govern instructional behavior.' These first steps 
should at least improve the chances of new practices remaining in place 
long enough for their ef f ectivenesa to be properly determined. 
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Figure 1. The 14 Schools. 
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Yes 
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Yes 


Maintained 


Patriot 
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a • I 

Schools are ordered according to elapsed time from the end of meetings with RBS to final data collection. * 

b ' . . - • 

Excludes awareness changes which appeared .tc be substantial but, difficult to track over time. ' ^ 

c * 

Determined by comparing number of individuals who initially implemented new practices with number who continued to use the new practices at times c 
final data, collection. "NA" means a rating was not applicable. 

•^Includes changes such as new scheduling practices for special students, new auards systems for students^ nevf' methods for selecting student officers 
scheduling new classes^ and rearranging teacher planning timet;. 

e V . . ; 

This number io a rough estimate. At the other schools innovating teachers were directly interviewed by researchers or identified specifically by <, 
informants. At this school informants estimated such a high percentage of innovators that follow-up interviews could not be conducted with everyoc 
Estimates ranged frort "amoat everyone" by the principal to 75% by an assistant principal to "about half" by teachers. Because administrators id. mo 
BchoolP seemed to overestimate the amount of implementation, ^he "about half" estimate was used to arrive at a figure for the school. 

^Thcse two schools were excluded from subsequent analysis becau^ RBS maintained m presetiC:e in the schools. 
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^Occurrence of the. other post-implementation events improves the chances that ^uch assessments will be made. 

Figure 2. A Framework for Understanding Continuation ^ 
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